and "local assessment" are arguably contradictory terms, "MEA" and "local assessment system" are not. Thus a valid state-mandated test canand shouldbe con sidered an element of a local assessment system. Third, the assessments are conducted in multiple grades. Classroom-level assessments, of course, are conducted in all grades, whereas school-, district-, and state-level assessments are most likely administered to selected grades. Only by considering achievement information across multiple grades can one monitor local progress toward student mastery of the learning targets.
Fourth, the assessments draw on multiple formats "traditional" and "alternative" alike. There are various ways to appraise student learning, such as a selected response format (e.g., multiple-choice, matching, or true/false items), a constructed-response format (e.g., All those years of skipping phys. ed. finally caught up with Rodney Beltram. worked problems, short answers, essays), and perform ance measures (e.g., projects, demonstrations). No one method is sufficient for all purposes. For example, se lected-response items are arguably superior to either constructed responses or performance measures for as sessing recall and basic understanding of a large body of content, whereas the latter two methods are prefer able for assessing written, oral, or behavioral expression. Insofar as the announced learning targets will doubt less represent a variety of outcomes, a local assessment system should comprise a variety of means for assess ing those outcomes.
Fifth, a local assessment system allowsfor multiple op portunities to demonstrate knowledge, understanding, and skill development. A single administration of an assess ment, whatever its form, typically provides an insuf ficient basis for making inferences about student pro ficiency. Inferences are more defensible when students have multiple opportunities to demonstrate knowledge and understanding. For instance, a performance assess ment can be conducted at several points in time, or the same learning targets can be assessed through a com bination of assessment formats.
Finally, each assessment in the system has an announced rationale. In particular, the assessment's purpose, au dience, and articulation with other assessments in the system should be clearly stated. For example, perhaps the announced purpose of classroom-level assessments is to monitor achievement and guide instructional de cisions on a day-to-day basis, with students and par ents serving as the primary audience. As for their ar ticulation with other assessments in the system, class room-level assessments might be seen as yielding more detailed, nuanced, and contextualized information about student achievement than, say, district-or state-level assessments can be expected to provide.
For another example, consider a reading proficien cy test that a school district administers annually at the end of grade 2. Here, the formative evaluation of the reading program is perhaps the stated purpose of this test, while the audience is primary-grade teachers, school board members, and the general public (which suggests the related purpose of accountability). In com parison to the fourth-grade state test, the district's read ing test might be seen as providing a more comprehen sive portrait of a student's reading proficiency and at a more critical point in development. Also, given the announced purpose of this test -program evaluation -its "standardized" nature-would be seen as an im portant complement to the achievement information that derives from classroom-level assessments.
Although the assessments that constitute a system differ in their announced purposes, audiences, and ar ticulation, the individual assessments do not exist in iso lation. Each should be used by educators to confirm their inferences and conclusions from other measures in the local assessment system.
FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
In addition to the six features just described, there are technical issues that school leaders must consider when developing and monitoring local assessment sys tems.7 Although a detailed discussion of these issues is beyond the scope of this article, in general each assess ment in the system must be of demonstrable validity and reliability. That is, each should measure what it is supposed to measure, and it should do so consistent ly. Further, interpretation of assessment results should be guided by dear performance standards. Finally, these technical considerations are important for the system as a whole, as well as for the individual measures that it comprises.
The making of a local assessment system requires considerable thought, effort, time, and resources. The system is not established quickly and in one fell swoop; it evolves. By addressing the six features above, school leaders will be working more deliberately toward a true assessment system, rather than a mere collection of as sessments. 
